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Building upon what has been learned from earlier collection evaluation studies, this paper 
provides a contextual basis for evaluation studies in research institutions and discusses 
the most relevant methodologies typically employed in collection studies as well as a 
discussion regarding the trade-offs involved while making choices.  The goal is to 
provide a methodology to achieve a broad-based understanding of campus-wide journal 
needs at a research university rather than the standard focus on just the specific unit or 
user population that corresponds to a particular subject.  Throughout this paper, the 
Kenan Flagler Business School at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and the 
journal collection that supports its faculty and students will be used as an example.  When 
available, the purposed methodology will rely on publisher provided and locally collected 
electronic journal usage statistics to obtain a comprehensive statistical measure of need 
by the entire campus population served rather than relying on partial measurements or 
sampling.  In conjunction with global citation data obtained through Journal Citation 
Reports, when put into practice, the results should provide a library with the information 
needed to cancel journals that were less relevant or have a lower cost/benefit value.  As a 
result, funds may be released to add more relevant titles, while simultaneously identifying 
needed periodicals not offered locally.   
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I.  Introduction 
 
 Research institutions are the nexus of scholarly communication.  The quality and 
quantity of research facilitated by these institutions is often the driving force behind the 
exchange of ideas across disciplines.  Journals serve as the vehicle used to deliver these 
ideas to the broader academic community.  To date, collection evaluation projects, 
particularly journal collection evaluations have been carried out with one or both of two 
goals in mind: to find out what is owned and/or to select titles for cancellation.  The 
methods most often used inevitably are narrowly based, confined to a specific population, 
and usually chosen to meet a specific objective with minimal effort in the shortest amount 
of time and with little mention of the context in which the evaluation is taking place.  
These types of journal evaluations are characteristic of what appears in the published 
literature.  Publications report the results, but lack any discussion of broader questions of 
institutional context, why certain methodologies were chosen and others rejected, any 
awareness of the trade-offs involved, or how the data are actually used in making 
decisions.      
 This paper attempts to advance the state of journal evaluations on several fronts and 
provides a methodology that can be adopted and adapted to carry out the most 
comprehensive collection evaluation for a research institution.  While taking a step 
forward, the method that will be proposed may in reality be more of a goal, due to the 
incorporation of electronic usage statistics and their numerous problems.  A broad-based 
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understanding of the entire university community’s journal needs rather than the typical 
focus on the specific academic unit that corresponds to the subject will be discussed.  
While building on traditional evaluation methods, guidance will be provided by not only 
discussing the most relevant methodologies along with the trade-offs involved in the 
choices made, but also recommending combination approaches that utilize both 
quantitative and qualitative variables to get the best assessment of subscriptions needed to 
support research at a large institution. 
 Due to the limitations of traditional methods and the potential for electronic usage 
statistics to not only offset those limitations, I will propose a method of evaluation using 
what I have identified as the most relevant methods to evaluate a journal collection in a 
research institution.  First, I will identify the most popular traditional methods and 
discuss their advantages and disadvantages and the tradeoffs librarians must consider 
when using the respective method.  Secondly, I will identify the most appropriate 
methods for evaluating a journal collection in a research library and incorporate 
electronic usage statistics while allowing for various tradeoffs that must be considered.  
Finally, the new method will be fit into the context of a research library that supports a 
journal collection in a professional field. 
Librarians consider a variety of factors and use several indicators to determine a 
title’s value and utility to a particular academic community when making journal 
collection decisions (Duy, 2004).  When conducting evaluations, collection librarians 
often fail to consider any necessary a priori decisions.  For example, a title that receives 
very little use may ordinarily be a candidate for cancellation, but may need to be retained 
for other political reasons -- one being the retention of any publication in which an 
3 
affiliated faculty member is on the editorial board.  Such an item should be excluded 
from any evaluative study.  Unfortunately, these issues are often juggled during the 
evaluation, or exceptions are made once the librarian has produced the evaluation results.  
The evaluating librarian will make better use of his or her time if such issues are 
addressed in the beginning and the methodology is designed around the library’s 
particular situation.  Too often, traditional methods are viewed as one size fits all, but 
when applied to a particular evaluation project, localized exceptions may skew the results 
causing an inaccurate view of local collections and usage.  Strong commitments in 
particular fields where additional funding is available may also outweigh low usage or 
other factors that may lead to cancellation.    
Quantitative or qualitative indicators are used to evaluate journal collections.  Rarely 
are the two combined, as many librarians who are pushed for time want to find the 
fastest, simplest evaluation method.  Unfortunately, there has not been a discussion on the 
relationship of the size and mission of the institution served by a library and the type of 
evaluation study that should be conducted.  Some collection evaluation studies state that 
the methodology employed can be adapted to any particular library’s needs.  However, 
the context within which the library operates is not considered to provide a basis from 
which methods can be adjusted.  Also, the broader implications that influence collection 
decisions, such as the quality and quantity of research conducted at a particular institution 
are usually not considered. 
 Larger institutions often facilitate cross-disciplinary research.  As a result, the core 
user group of a particular discipline is often not the exclusive user base of that 
discipline’s material.  Consequently, the community served must be more broadly 
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defined to ensure all users’ needs are met.  In an era of stagnant or dwindling budget and 
increasing materials prices, it is imperative for evaluation methods to provide the most 
comprehensive results.  Traditional collection evaluation methods inadvertently exclude 
parts of a user group, which in turn does not provide an accurate assessment of total use.  
This paper takes a critical look at the community served by a research library and casts a 
broader net to include all possible users of a collection.  The paper offers a holistic 
approach by justifying the need for use of global citation data, which will help address 
core users’ needs at research institutions, while using locally collected usage data and 
publisher provided data to help assess a title’s value locally regardless of its global 
impact. 
Global citation indicators, or a title’s overall usage as measured by Journal Citation 
Reports, can be used to obtain both quantitative and qualitative data.  It is assumed that 
the most highly cited titles contain the highest quality material.  However, titles with high 
global citation patterns create the exclusion of a sub-set of subscriptions from possible 
cancellation.  This is particularly true for the librarian who may couple global impact 
factors or current cost with high local usage statistics to further measure a title’s value.  
Low global impact coupled with low local usage statistics and high cost may also isolate 
a universe of titles for further investigation.   
The use of local and publisher provided electronic journal usage statistics will replace 
traditional methods of local usage evaluation.  Despite issues surrounding the 
standardization of electronic usage statistics, which will be discussed later, combining 
local and publisher provided statistics has the potential to provide a holistic picture of 
actual usage.  More traditional methods are exclusive of internal or external users while 
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electronic statistics attempts to capture in-house, campus-wide, and remote use of 
electronic materials.  
Innovations in both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, such as incorporating 
academic administrators rather than the tradition reliance upon individual faculty 
judgments to arrive at overall programmatic needs, or relying upon comprehensive 
electronic usage statistics rather than sampling, will be discussed.  In addition, the role of 
collection evaluation results within the larger process of decision-making will be 
discussed.  Finally, the author will advocate for the kind of study that provides a library 
with information needed to cancel journals that are less relevant or have a lower 
cost/benefit value while simultaneously identifying needed periodicals not offered 
locally.  In particular, the electronic journal collection that supports the Kenan Flager 
Business School at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (UNC) will be used as 
an example throughout the paper. 
As a result of the problems associated with current collection evaluation methods, the 
following questions arise:  
• Are there ways to broaden evaluation studies without added time to the process? 
 
• Can current electronic usage statistics be used to make collection decisions? 
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II.  Literature Review and Discussion of Traditional Evaluation Methods 
The current literature offers collection librarians a plethora of evaluation methods that 
serve as useful models that can be adopted and adapted to provide needed information 
about the librarian’s local collection.  The selected literature discusses the following 
broad categories of issues surrounding collection evaluation for research libraries: 
• Campus-wide approach to local usage 
 
• Using global data versus locally collected usage data 
 
A review of literature and discussion purposing the incorporation of electronic usage 
statistics follows. 
Campus-wide approach 
 Collection librarians must first consider the entire user base of the collection to 
determine whether it is serving their needs to its fullest potential.  In public libraries for 
example, the librarian may go to such lengths as examining census data to obtain some 
idea of who the users of the collections are.  Unfortunately, the core community of users 
in academic libraries is usually more narrowly defined along subject lines, representing 
curricula and department structures.  If a librarian must conduct an evaluation of a 
business collection for example, it is often the core users (faculty and students affiliated 
with a business program) who are included in use studies.  For libraries that serve 
research institutions, a more appropriate way of evaluating usage is to measure use across 
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the entire community served.  In the past, the community served by research libraries has 
not been defined broadly enough.   
 Just as the user base must be considered, so must the setting for the evaluation.  For 
example, the size and mission of the library and parent institution has a great influence on 
collection policies, which in turn will influence the methods used to evaluate the 
collection.  According to Baker and Lancaster (1991), “collection evaluation is most 
effective when it takes into account the goals and objectives of the library or information 
system and the institution of which it is a part.  The best ongoing and comprehensive 
collection evaluations combine techniques that are appropriate for the library’s size, type, 
and clientele” (p. 39).  In addition to consideration of goals and objectives, any special 
circumstances that may outweigh cancellation decisions under normal circumstances, 
must be deliberated. 
Robert Broadus (1985) allows for the retention of low use titles for some of the 
following reasons: 
• A title may rank high on other subject lists; 
• may have heavy local interest; 
• may have a low price; 
• may be useful for purposes other than research; 
• may have political ties; or 
• may be new, but very useful (p.33-34). 
In addition to Broadus’s list, titles within areas that the institution has special 
commitments may also be added to this list to be considered beyond use.  Broadus 
maintains that “journals that have low citation results raise ‘serious questions’ about their 
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scholarly importance” (p.34).  Research universities will want to pay particularly close 
attention to titles with low citation results, especially on a global scale, but they must 
keep in mind some of the factors mentioned above.   
 Most evaluation studies are disciplined based.  As a result, usage studies in particular 
are often geared toward the users associated with the respective discipline.  This approach 
may be appropriate at smaller colleges and universities where research is conducted on a 
much smaller scale and generally lacks the interdisciplinary nature of research at larger 
institutions.  However, as this trend of interdisciplinary research continues, it will likely 
become the norm at smaller institutions as well.  The research carried out at larger 
institutions, particularly at UNC, crosses disciplines, requiring the casting of a wider net 
when defining the user group of a defined subject area’s titles. 
The core local population within a journal’s discipline is not always an exclusive user 
base.  Therefore, when collection evaluation studies are conducted within a particular 
discipline, the entire campus served should be included, not just users within the 
respective discipline of the evaluation.  Since impact factor results are not based on 
citations for a journal exclusively within that journal’s discipline, an assessment 
incorporating the entire campus usage more accurately reflects its value to the university.  
From this, the librarian can compare the usefulness of a title at his or her institution to the 
title’s usefulness on a global scale in order to make a more informed collection decision.  
Scholarly communication is a two way street.  Faculty members publish in the top 
journals, but also seek them for their information.  
When only a core group of users, defined along disciplinary lines, is evaluated, 
collection decisions are made that may exclude the needs of an important sub-group of 
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users.  In the case of the electronic business journal collection at UNC, if usage by users 
affiliated with Kenan Flager were the only measure of usage for business titles, many 
titles that may not be heavily used by the business school community may be cancelled.  
Although, it is very likely that this sub-set of titles is useful campus wide.  For example, a 
subfield such as management is of interest to a wide variety of disciplines.  In this case, a 
decision to cancel a title based on low usage by the core group of users or low global 
impact factors would be premature.  To avoid such a mistake and to ensure that all users’ 
needs are being met, the need for a campus-wide approach to usage studies is established.   
Carpenter and Getz’s (1995) evaluation of current economic and business journals at 
Vanderbilt University is an example of how a broader approach would have better served 
library and user needs.  They examined the most important journals in the disciplines, 
those journals most often cited by Vanderbilt faculty, and journals covered by popular 
indexes.   The cost of the subscription was also taken into account in their evaluation.  
They state that while considering titles to cancel, those with high prices and a low 
number of citations need close examination (Carpenter & Getz, 1995).   
The use of local data from the entire community in this instance might have provided 
evidence of the value of low cited titles to other users.  The study focused on use by 
economics and business faculty and not the entire campus community the library and 
collection serves, limiting the potential evidence of wider use for example, by political 
scientists, historians, and economists.  
Carpenter and Getz’s study relied on results from the Social Sciences Citation Index 
that lists commonly cited journals by Vanderbilt faculty.  This data can also be used to 
evaluate use at institutions similar to Vanderbilt.  However, at most research institutions 
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that support interdisciplinary research, the value of a title cannot be determined solely by 
the use of the core user group.  It is at this point in many evaluation studies that costly 
mistakes can be made.  Without a complete evaluation of the user group and a 
comprehensive understanding of the total use of the collection it is impossible to make 
the best collection decisions.    
Lightman and Manilov (2000) adopted and adapted suggestions from Carpenter and 
Getz’s study.  They examined citations to and from Northwestern University Economics 
faculty to establish a core list of journals while ignoring global impact factors.  Lightman 
and Manilov state that their method provided an understanding of the department’s 
research interests as well as its impact on the larger academic community.  Because 
Northwestern University is a major research university, the use of global impact factors 
would have been more appropriate in conjunction with total campus use than the local 
data they collected.  
Lightman and Manilov (2000) state that global impact factors were ignored because 
they fail to provide information about titles that are most important locally.  Although 
this is an accurate statement, at an institution as large and prominent in research as 
Northwestern University, it can be assumed that research patterns at this institution will 
follow other major institutions as well as any major trends within a discipline.  We can 
further assume that leading scholars in various fields often reside in large research 
universities and publish in and cite the most highly regarded titles in their field; 
consequently, local core group needs are likely to reflect global citation rates of the 
highly regarded titles.  The librarian can then use this data as an indicator to help make 
local collection decisions. 
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While their goal was to create a simple, expedited methodology, opening the study to 
the entire research community at Northwestern and examining global impact factors 
would have maximized the results of the collection evaluation.  When a core user group’s 
needs are being met, which can usually be determined with global data at research 
institutions, it is likely that any sub-group of users’ needs are being met who might use 
that discipline’s material.  This can be determined through the evaluation of local usage 
data.  As a result, the collection librarian can be more confident that the entire user 
community’s needs are met.   
Jill Crawley-Low discusses some of the disadvantages of ranking journals by global 
impact factors, such as older, established journals being cited more often, and concludes 
that cost effectiveness is the most useful journal ranking tool because local data is 
employed and the high cost of some scientific journals can be highlighted to faculty 
outside of the library (Crawley-Low, 2002).  Following Baker and Lancaster’s (1991) 
identification of two collection evaluation approaches, Crawley-Low uses materials 
centered and use-centered approaches to evaluate the toxicology collection at the 
University of Saskatchewan 
For the use centered studies, circulation counts were found to be the most reliable 
predictor of usage (Crawley-Low, 2002).  Using circulation counts to measure journal 
usage is problematic since journals usually do not circulate.  In most cases re-shelving 
statistics are substituted for usage data.  Other reasons journals may need to be re-shelved 
in-house, for example someone pulling the wrong volume off the shelf, complicate the 
process further.  For those journals that do circulate and circulation counts are available, 
in-house use is often overlooked, resulting in lower usages reported.  One major 
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limitation to this method is that it only measures items that are checked out or used in-
house.  For a true measure of usage, external and internal use must be evaluated and 
combined for a holistic view of collection’s use. 
Crawley-Low stated that “it is important to select both quantitative and qualitative 
techniques to avoid skewing the results in favor of one or more methods” (p. 310).  While 
both methods are needed for a reliable measure of the collection, the methodology behind 
their study does not properly address the need for both types of studies.     
The campus-wide approach not only provides qualitative data on use (Do we use 
what we own and are everyone’s needs being met?), but it also provides quantitative data 
as well (Do we own what we use?)  Erin T. Smith’s (2003) study used the traditional 
citation analysis method to ascertain the usefulness of the current collection and to assess 
whether the usefulness had changed over the past ten years.  The goal of the study was to 
answer a crucial question, “Do we own the things our students use” (p. 344)?  Smith’s 
study used graduate students’ citation patterns as the basis of her evaluation contrary to 
most studies that use faculty citation patterns.  
An advantage to using graduate student citation patterns is that faculty members may 
not always turn to the library initially for their research material.  Often, they consult 
colleagues or personal collections to fill their research needs.  Because graduate students 
lack this network of support for their research, it is more likely that they will rely heavily 
on the library to supply needed material.  It is often assumed that a graduate student’s 
research interests mirrors his or her faculty mentor’s interest, but little work has been 
done to evaluate who actually uses the library’s collection more.   
13 
A great deal of data on graduate student citation patterns exists.  Louise S. Zipp 
(1996) states that this data does more than provide valuable information regarding student 
research.  According to Zipp, data on graduate student citation patterns can be used as a 
surrogate for faculty publication citations in evaluation of the research portion of library 
collection use (Zipp, 1996).    
In her study, Smith searched the University of Georgia’s OPAC for a cross 
disciplinary sample of theses and dissertations written at the university between 1991 and 
2001.  The bibliographies were then analyzed and citations where searched in the 
university’s OPAC.  In the ten year period, ownership of monographs cited increased 
while cited periodicals decreased.  While this study furthers general collection evaluation 
projects by using graduate student citation patterns, Smith (2004) states in a response to 
criticism of her study that it was not meant to be used as the “overriding factor in the 
Libraries’ allocation decision” (p. 7).  Criticism of this study by Philip Davis (2004) 
points out that the size of the sample raises concerns for the methodology used to 
evaluate the library’s collection or justifying the collection policy” (p. 6).  Davis claims 
that showing an increase in the amount of materials owned and used, despite decreasing 
library budgets, may have negative consequences for the library’s collection budget in the 
future.  If it is shown that the library can meet the user’s needs with less money, using 
Davis’ reasoning, we would have to ask: Why give more money to the library? 
On this issue, both Smith and Davis may be missing the point.  Decreasing or stable 
budgets are common.  It is now most critical for collection librarians to make the best 
selection and de-selection decisions possible.  Baker and Lancaster (1991) state that 
“poor collection development/management is costly and the ability to cancel low value 
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and low utility materials and to reallocate funds to more useful resources can result in 
improving the collection” (p. 80). 
Smith’s findings that the library owns more of the monographic materials cited in 
theses and dissertations and slightly fewer of the periodicals cited should not be an issue 
of concern regarding future budget allocation.  If librarians are able to implement the best 
collection methodologies, the result will be a collection that is more useful, but not 
necessarily larger, despite the budget.  The true test of quality in a library’s collection 
should be the extent of its use and how well it supports local academic programs and 
research. 
There is an underlying assumption that larger libraries and larger institutions are able 
to meet their user’s needs more successfully as a result of their larger collections and 
larger budgets.  Baker and Lancaster (1991) state that, “the larger the collection, the 
greater the probability that it will satisfy the information needs of its users” (p. 55).  
While it may be true that the probability of satisfying user’s needs increases with the size 
of the collection, in an era of perpetual budget cuts, even large libraries must make sure 
they are getting the most bibliographic bang for their buck.  Assuming that large 
collections meet user’s needs better also assumes that there is relevance between the 
amount of material being purchased and the user’s needs regardless of quality or depth.  
The more a library filters incoming material because of budget cuts or other factors, the 
more likely that the most useful and relevant material will be purchased, which may 
explain Smith’s findings at the University of Georgia.   
At smaller institutions where budgetary limits are customary, the size of the 
collection may not be as important as the quality and relevance to the programs and users 
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it serves.  Large institutions are affected in different ways by budgetary cuts than smaller 
institutions.  Issues such as ARL rankings, attracting well-known scholars to the parent 
institution, and facilitating the expansion of research are all concerns surrounding 
collections of large research libraries.  
Davis’s (2004) concern regarding the small sample size and the implication that the 
collection policy and budget would be influenced by the results of the study is legitimate.  
Often, collection decisions are made based on a small sample size of users or materials.  
Although Smith incorporated bibliographies from a cross disciplinary section of graduate 
students, this perspective represents a limited view of the collection.   
Citation analysis is a popular method for identifying core journals and creating lists to 
compare local holdings.  Stephen Bensman (1985) claims that citation analysis is 
valuable for identifying core journals in a periodicals collection.  He believes there is a 
growing consensus that citation frequency reflects quality and importance in scholarship. 
Issues such as quality and importance in scholarship are especially valuable to research 
institutions; and, if there is any correlation between quality, importance in scholarship, 
and high citation frequency, global citation impact factors are a reliable, quick alternative 
to citation analysis for research libraries, but should only be used as one of many 
indicators of usefulness.   
Whether accessed electronically or through the print copy, articles are used far more 
often than cited.  Kris Subramanyam (1975) calls for the need to not only use citation 
reports, but to also use another method to measure usage locally. 
Pauline Scales (1976) points out that one main drawback to using global citation 
reports is that the ranked lists are based solely on citations in journals, not monographs or 
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other forms of publications.  Although global citation data is limited by format, it is not 
limited by subject.  According to Bensman (1985), “academic libraries should not try to 
profile their journal collections too closely by subject.  Although subject matter is 
probably the most powerful determinant of use, it is not always possible to predict 
accurately by this variable alone whether a journal will be used given the 
interdisciplinary nature of scholarship” and the vagaries of databases and indexes (p. 25).  
This is particularly true at research institutions, where collection decisions cannot be 
made within the departmental vacuum.  It serves as an excellent example of why the 
campus-wide approach to usage evaluation not only provides the most accurate view of 
actual usage, but ultimately allows the librarian to make the best collection decision. 
Global Data versus Local Data 
Collection evaluation studies are often conducted under many constraints.  Time is 
often the first.  Compiling and calculating local citation data takes much more time and 
effort than relying on global indicators.  A good journal evaluation needs to rely on 
multiple factors and any single factor is but an indicator rather than determinant of a 
journal’s utility.  The time and effort involved in generating local citation data cannot be 
totally justified; however, the usefulness of the collection locally cannot be ignored. 
Just as librarians must cast a broad evaluative net to include all users, librarians must 
also take a more holistic approach to the value of the material.  Although concentrating 
on local usage is a good time saving technique, a business journal, for example, that 
covers research from a particular subfield may be heavily used on a global scale, (i.e., has 
a high impact factor), but may not be relevant for the research of local scholars in the 
field of business.  If usage evaluation of this journal was limited to business researchers, 
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as most evaluation studies are, an item valuable to other departments may be cancelled.  
The information provided by global data in this situation is more useful to the librarian 
than local data alone.  Just as evaluating usage along disciplinary lines or using in-house 
or external usage exclusively will not provide an accurate assessment of total usage; 
neither will local usage alone. 
Ideally a journal collection evaluation needs to take a holistic perspective.  In other 
words, the needs and usage patterns of the entire user community must be considered.  
The key consideration in determining a journal’s utility is its use by the entire campus 
population a library serves.  This broader perspective becomes especially important in the 
case of journals with broad appeal or even those that clearly fall into a specific subject 
area, but may also be of interest to scholars in many different fields.  Given the high cost 
of time it takes to compile local citation data, studies that exclusively rely on this method 
invariably limit the population surveyed to the academic unit that most closely 
corresponds to the titles under review.  Global citation data may therefore provide a 
better indicator of a journal’s overall utility than local data.  
  Librarians at small colleges and universities are more likely to be able to use local 
data exclusively and draw relatively valid conclusions from local usage studies provided 
they measure total local usage.  Larger research universities have more issues to consider.  
From the perspective of a research university, such institutions are likely to support a 
major business school that includes scores of faculty, hundreds of graduate students, as 
many or more executive Masters of Business Administration (MBA) candidates, a large 
undergraduate cadre, plus large faculty and student populations in other academic units 
with an interest in business information.  Within this context, global and local citation 
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data are sufficiently parallel to make them congruent as general indicators of use at a 
research university.  
 At UNC, the Kenan Flager Business School is one of the top business schools in the 
country.  Many of the faculty members are well respected scholars and practitioners in 
the field of business and its many sub-fields.  As in most departments, when faculty 
members are reviewed for tenure and promotion, the number and quality of their 
publications are reviewed.  In some instances, the number of times a faculty member’s 
publications are cited is reviewed.  This process is often the driving force behind the 
desire to publish in the most highly regarded journals of a particular field.  If a faculty 
member’s research is published in a top journal, quality and visibility is attributed to the 
research and researcher.  Global citation data will often reflect on a local level the usage 
of highly regarded journals for research universities such at UNC.  
The relationship and influence faculty at research institutions have with the external 
research world makes it imperative for them to be visible in and make contributions to 
the top journals in their field.  Very few studies have been conducted or completely 
address the issue of using global data versus locally collected data.  For those studies that 
do address the global versus local data paradigm, no context is give as to why one should 
be chosen over the other.   
A study conducted by Stephen Wiberley (1982) examined the relationship of local 
and national citation data for social work at a university known for its high productivity 
in publishing in the respective field.  Wiberley used an encyclopedia and four journals to 
examine national and local citations from lists of faculty publications.  He compared the 
use of national citations to predict future local use with the use of local citations to 
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predict future local use.  His conclusions stated that the national citations are nearly as 
good as local citations in predicting future use at his institution (Wiberley, 1982).   
 Rightfully, many questions should be raised regarding his methodology.  It is likely 
that the encyclopedia and the journals used are materials that fall within the 
programmatic needs of the social work program’s researchers.  If this is the case, it is 
more likely that the citations within those items will reflect local interests.  A more 
neutral approach to obtaining global data, such as using Journal Citation Reports, would 
have depicted a more accurate picture from which to draw conclusions about future use.   
Faculty evaluations and recommendations are valuable indicators of local usage and 
importance that can be easily compared with global citation data.  Not only will this 
supply qualitative data, (are the materials that are used by faculty and are held in high 
regard locally also heavily used globally?), but also quantitative data (does the library 
own the highly regarded materials?).  Stephen Bensman’s (1996), study showed a strong 
correlation between global citation data and the ranking of journal titles by faculty 
members in chemistry at Louisiana State University.  These findings also suggest that at 
research institutions, a journal’s local usage and value can be implied by the global usage 
and value.   
Janice Kreider (1999) addresses the issue of global data versus locally collected data.  
Specifically, the purpose of her study was to explore the relationship between local and 
global data and to determine if global data can be used instead of local citation data to 
evaluate a journal collection.  In her study, Kreider examined local citation data provided 
by the Local Journal Utilization Report (LJUR) produced by the Institute for Scientific 
Information (ISI) from its database for the University of British Columbia (UBC).  A 
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report was created from the database that contains counts for the number of times authors 
from UBC cited specific journals during a twelve and one half year period.  The JCR 
report for global citation data consisted of total cites a journal received in 1994 as noted 
by ISI’s Science Citation Index and the Social Sciences Citation Index. 
As with all reports of ISI data, there are limitations.  Robert Broadus (1985) states 
that “counts based on the JCR can be almost as good as expensive local studies for 
predicting use of periodicals in a given library” (p. 33).  He also cautions against 
automatically eliminating a journal if it has low global citation results.  Kreider considers 
the following when using JCR data:  
• Errors in the data 
• The limited number of journals covered 
• Citation reports are based solely on journals; citations in other publications are not 
considered 
• Few foreign language titles are included 
• Total citation are influenced by the age of the journal  (p. 70) 
Using the Pearson correlation coefficient to measure the correlation between the global 
and local citation data, Kreider found a high correlation between global and local data for 
most subject areas examined.  She concludes that for large research universities, global 
data can be used to evaluate a journal collection with some cautions.  For example, both 
global and local data have little utility for titles that are targeted toward undergraduates 
and other users who do not publish (Kreider, 1999).     
While this study has laid valuable groundwork for justifying the use of global data in 
conjunction with local data, obtaining the data from the same source may be problematic.  
21 
The primary reason is that the data is collected in the same manner; thus, both global and 
local data share the same limitations.  Local data is necessary to ensure that not only are 
the core user group’s needs being met, but also the needs of any sub-set of users that may 
have cross disciplinary research interest in the titles of the core user group’s subject.  This 
data will serve as a valuable asset to be matched with global data that reflects core usage 
at research institutions and will help provide the needed holistic view of usage. 
Electronic Journal Usage Statistics 
 The discussion thus far has revolved around the context in which evaluation studies 
are carried out at research universities and some of the shortcomings of previous studies.  
The need for holistic approaches to collection evaluation creates a need to explore new 
ways of carrying out usage studies in particular.  Studies focusing on the user need to be 
comprehensive by including the entire population served, not just users in the discipline.  
For studies that focus on materials, the global approach is needed to compare local core 
usage to a title’s overall perceived value.  With the exception of JCR data, there has not 
been a single indicator that can provide the holistic view needed for evaluating 
collections in research libraries.  To obtain the campus-wide perspective, librarians are in 
need of an evaluative tool that attempts to measure total usage by the community served, 
but not one that will require the time commitment traditional methods would require if 
they were expanded beyond evaluating the core user group.   
      The need for the use of global data is a result of the overall, global perspective needed 
of the local community served.  Data that captures global use can be used as a good 
indicator of the core user group’s needs.  This data will provide additional information by 
revealing titles of high value that may not be available locally. However, this data cannot 
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be used singularly to make collection decisions.  Locally collected data could be used as a 
comparison to the global data to capture any sub-group of user’s needs that cannot be 
identified through global data.  For example, a title that appears to be of low value 
globally but be of high value locally.  
As stated earlier, usage studies depending on circulation counts exclude in-house use 
just as in-house studies, exclude exterior usage.  Regardless of their numerous 
limitations, electronic usage statistics have the potential to alleviate the problem of patron 
exclusion by their “potential to record every time a journal article is accessed” (Blecic, 
Fiscella, and Wiberley, p. 449).  This may seem to be a strong statement given the 
numerous inconsistencies surrounding electronic usage statistics; however this advantage 
is dependent on access being routed through software that monitors use of the supplying 
organization’s server (Blecic, Fiscella, and Wiberley, 2001). 
      At UNC, each time a journal is accessed through the library homepage, local statistics 
are captured.  Of course there are limitations with this method such as when users 
bookmark resources, which bypasses the library homepage resulting in an uncounted use.  
Where the library’s ability to track usage ceases, which is often when the user leaves the 
library web site, vendor supplied data begins to track usage, although the collection and 
reporting method is unstandardized.       
According to Duy (2004), vendors may collect and define use measures differently, 
but use the same terminology--session, search, full-text download, etc.  Because of such 
inconsistencies, it becomes very difficult for librarians to accurately compare usage data 
across various vendors, which is what librarians want to be able to do for collection 
purposes (Duy, 2004).  Although there are many issues that must be addressed regarding 
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the standardization of electronic usage statistics, positive aspects can result from the use 
of these statistics.   
A study conducted by Duy and Liwen Vaughan (2003) investigated the possibility of 
using locally collected data to check the reliability of vendor data.  The Association of 
Research Libraries Phase II Report cautions against cross-comparisons of data supplied 
by vendors due to the need for standardized methods of calculating and reporting 
statistics (Wonsik, 2001).  Over a one year period, Duy and Vaughan (2003) found that 
there is a correlation in use patterns between local and vendor data while actual values 
may often differ.  In addition to their study, Duy & Vaughan discuss some of the major 
disadvantages surrounding electronic usage statistics provided by vendors and the 
disadvantages and advantages for local data recorded by libraries.   
Vendor supplied data disadvantages: 
• Can libraries trust vendor data? (they may over report, give another library’s data,  
 
or have technical problems that interfere with reporting) 
 
It is in a vendor’s best interest for usage reports to show high utility when reporting to 
libraries.  Items that are not used heavily are often reviewed for possible cancellation, 
which would result in lost revenues for the vendor.  Simple human error can result in a 
library receiving another library’s statistics.  Librarians must be aware of the possibility 
of these types of mistakes to avoid making their own costly mistakes, such as making 
collection decisions with incorrect data.  As advanced as technology is, it does fail at 
times.  Librarians must be aware that usage reports from vendors may not provide a true 
picture of their institution’s usage.  Data could be missing for days, weeks, or months, 
which would skew usage reports.  Deborah Blecic et al. (2001) state a need for vendors to 
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supply maximum simultaneous uses per day and any data gaps that may influence reports 
sent to libraries.     
• Data comes in a variety of formats (e-mail, Web, print) 
Without a standardized format for reporting electronic usage data, it is difficult for 
librarians to plan for ways to receive that data in a manner that will allow maximization 
of the use of information.  Data received in print format is especially difficult to 
manipulate, thus making it more difficult to use as a comparison to locally collected data. 
• Inconsistencies in how vendors count sessions (public terminals may facilitate  
multiple sessions if patrons do not log out, which will be counted as one session 
by some and multiple by other vendors) and does not track use by IP address (use 
from a specific IP address within a certain time period may appear as a single use 
to the vendor) 
The need for standardization is more apparent in this situation because public 
computer terminals in libraries can cause a great amount of frustration for librarians when 
trying to gather usage statistics.  Depending on how the vendor counts user sessions, it is 
possible for multiple uses to be counted only once.  For example, it is possible for a user 
to log on, finish their search and leave the terminal and another user follows and uses the 
same resource and it only count as one session due to some electronic resource’s lack of 
time out limits or very long sessions.  To have an accurate picture of a particular 
resource’s usage, both sessions would need to be counted.  Unfortunately, if the first user 
did not log off, the resource has a long time out feature or not one at all, and/or the 
second user begins using the resource before the time out takes effect, only one session 
would be recorded resulting in an inaccurate picture of actual use.  Davis and Solla 
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(2003) add the following drawbacks for usage data supplied by vendors: vendor data does 
not tell us what is being downloaded, vendor data does not tell us why an article is 
downloaded, and vendor data cannot account for the use of personal or print subscriptions 
(p. 1062). 
Vendor supplied data advantage: 
• Vendors can track user actions once the user leaves the library’s web site 
Although library usage data, can provide a means to double check vendor data 
according to Duy and Vaughan’s (2003) study using locally collected and vendor 
provided statistics, the vendor can track user actions once the user leaves the library’s 
web site.  This is a prime example of the need for both local and publisher data.   
Library supplied data disadvantages: 
• Can’t track patron use after they leave the library’s web site 
As stated above, libraries are limited in their ability to track usage of electronic 
resources.  Librarians must rely on the addition of vendor supplied data to their local data 
for a more accurate picture of electronic resource usage. 
• Some users may bookmark electronic material, which bypasses the library’s 
gateway where statistics are often counted 
Repeat users of particular electronic resources often bookmark the resource, which 
will allow them to bypass the library’s web site.  This results in the vendor being able to 
record a use, while the library will not.  When usage reports are collected, the vendor 
may show higher use of a resource than the library reports. 
Library data advantages: 
• Collected consistently and results can be compared to individual vendors 
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A major advantage with library collected usage statistics is that libraries are more 
consistent with their collection methods.  Regardless of limitations, such as missing users 
who bookmark resources or not being able to track usage once the user leaves the 
library’s web site, having a certain degree of standardization for collecting local data 
allows libraries to manipulate their data and compare it to publisher data individually.  
Deborah Blecic et al. (2001) explored the types of data available while discussing the 
problems librarians face when using data from multiple vendors.  They also identify 
aspects of collecting data that librarians need to pay special attention to and offer areas 
for needed data from vendors in addition to the International Coalition of Library 
Consortia (ICOLC) elements.  The five ICOLC elements that should be provided by 
vendors are as follows: 
• Queries (searches) 
• Menu selections  
• Sessions (log-ins) 
• Turnaways (exceed number of simultaneous users) 
• Items examined (number of items viewed, downloaded, e-mailed etc…) (Blecic, 
Fiscella, and Wiberley, p. 436) 
The increased number of and expenditures on electronic resources by academic 
libraries have increased the need to gather electronic usages statistics.  Decreasing 
budgets, user demand, and the need to improve the process of managing electronic 
collections are among a few of the reasons behind the need for electronic usages 
statistics.  In regard to budgets, electronic usage statistics are needed to justify 
expenditures and the need for continuous support for on-going electronic collections.  To 
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strengthen their case for continuously increasing financial support, librarians need data 
readily available to show that there is high demand from users for electronic information 
services.   
A study was conducted on how the use of e-journals increased over a three year 
period (1998-2000) at Ohio State University while print use decreased.  During this time 
the number of e-journals increased from 200 to more than 3000.  However, Rogers’s 
(2001) electronic usage study was trying to measure users’ preference for print or 
electronic journals.  Although collection decisions based on title and subject cannot be 
concluded from this study, it did give the librarian a significant window of time to 
evaluate users’ response to electronic journals versus print journals.  Rogers states that 
the increase in use could have been a result of massive increase in available electronic 
journals. 
Although electronic resources are a major part of libraries’ budgets, the use of and 
need for usage statistics should revolve around making actual collection decisions.  The 
need for electronic usage statistics cannot just be thought of in terms of high price items 
equal high importance.  There is a need to move beyond costs consideration to an 
assessment mode using electronic usage statistics.  Although identifying titles for 
cancellation carries the assumption that money can be reallocated to purchase other 
materials, the literature on the need for and value of electronic usage statistics is 
commonly a result of the increasing prices of these services and the continuous 
reiteration of the lack of standards behind the collection and reporting of the statistics. 
Within this framework, librarians would be able to monitor changes in the use of 
electronic resources, which will allow them to re-evaluate electronic journals for possible 
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cancellation.  However, very little attention has been given to how statistics are used once 
they are obtained.  Because electronic resources are becoming a larger part of library 
budgets and collections, data on their use must be used in a way that allows librarians to 
better assess and manage their collections.  Electronic usage statistics must be utilized 
just as other evaluation tools for print collections are used.  There seems to be an 
underlying assumption that electronic usage statistics will be used for evaluative 
purposes, but this is never specifically stated. 
Unfortunately, before librarians are able to begin using electronic statistics for 
collection decisions, there is a need, as the literature states continuously, for 
standardization of the collection and reporting of statistics.  Although usage statistics do 
not provide any insight into how resources are used, there appears to be a consensus that 
attempted login or new sessions are a good starting point for standardization and that 
“sessions are probably the easiest statistic for all vendors to capture” (Blecic, Fiscella, 
and Wiberley, p. 453).  Although this may be the easiest statistic to capture, this data 
would still prove problematic.  Standardized data is needed at the article level to attempt 
to provide some feedback on actual use.  If only sessions are counted, accessing the 
journal title or table of contents will be counted in the same way as when an actual article 
is accessed. 
Electronic usage statistics have the potential to fill any lacunae created by traditional 
local usage evaluation methods.  In the White Paper on Electronic Journal Usage 
Statistics, Judy Luther (2001) discusses the complexities of making collection decisions 
based on current usage data.  Luther states the need for librarians and publishers to work 
together to develop standards for collecting and analyzing data.  Joanna Duy (2004) states 
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that usage data’s “potential function has not been widely explored in the literature, 
particularly in relation to electronic journals and that it is mainly due to the non-
standardized and incomparable nature of usage statistics” (p.112). 
Davis and Solla (2003) state that, “Until we can better understand the intent of the 
user and be able to represent it numerically, most attempts to derive value and utility 
from use statistics will be greatly compromised” (p. 1062).  The possibility of better 
understanding user intent seems to be unlikely.  Even with standardized statistics, we will 
at best only be able to make strong assumptions about a user’s intent.   
One attempt at better understanding user-behavior of electronic journal needs was the 
SuperJournal project.  This study from the 1990s tracked the use of forty-nine journals 
delivered through a web-based system to thirteen sites in the UK.  The participants in the 
study were required to register to provide demographic information.  Users were 
categorized based on the frequency of use.  The researchers found that most users printed 
articles and preferred PDF format when they printed and HTML format when they read 
articles on their computers (Pullinger, 1994).  Although this study provided insight into 
the behavior of users once they found their information, it fails to show how the user will 
utilize the information or their purpose for obtaining it. 
Sathe, Grady, and Giuse (2002) suggested that patrons use print and electronic 
journals differently and state that this is an introductory step in examining how electronic 
journals affect the research process.  The librarian’s concern should be targeted toward 
finding out if print or electronic journals are useful or which are the most useful because 
how patrons use them is less of a concern than if journals are used and how journals are 
accessed.   
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Sathe et al. removed the print journals from their usual location hoping to inspire 
patrons to go to the circulation desk to ask for the journals.  When a patron asked for a 
journal, they were given a survey to complete.  Each survey distributed contained 
different sets of journal titles, which would provide a poor measurement of use as 
different features are available with different titles.  This discrepancy would not give 
proper indication of print and e-journal usage patterns since they were not compared title 
by title.   
It would seem that many users would try to access the material electronically.  There 
were probably a large number of missed uses that would have been valuable to add to the 
results.  When the item was not on the shelf and could not be accessed electronically, 
many patrons may have given up and sought other resources.  In addition, the study limits 
its results by only including in-house usage.     
Based on the numerous issues surrounding the standardization of electronic usage 
statistics, making collection decisions without the knowledge of these issues could 
obviously be very costly.  As budgets tighten the value of the librarian’s time increases, 
as he or she must make more careful, calculated decisions.  Thus, the need for standards 
is great, but the need to improve the way collections are evaluated is greater.  As the need 
for greater information about collections, (what to cancel or what to purchase, is what we 
have useful?, etc.) increases, librarians need a method that will provide the most 
comprehensive results without a great amount of time added to the process.   
Neither can librarians wait until standards are established to use electronic usage 
statistics.  To become more instrumental in the standardization process, collection 
librarians specifically, who will likely be the main users of this data, need to use and 
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understand the methods currently available for the actual decision making process in 
order to obtain a solid understanding of their limitations and to better position themselves 
to suggest the best ways to standardize the collection and reporting of usage data. 
32 
 
 
 
III.  Journal Collection Evaluation Methodologies for a Research Library 
 The review and discussion of the literature has shown that the methods most 
commonly used for evaluations are limited in their ability to provide the most 
comprehensive view of usage.  The incorporation of electronic usage statistics is 
problematic, but beyond their limitations, they offer opportunities to carry out holistic 
evaluations for collection librarians.  Currently, there are a number of initiatives to 
establish standards for the vocabulary, collection, and reporting of electronic usage 
statistics.  COUNTER is the standard many publishers are beginning to use.  
 In March 2002, Counting Online Usage of Networked Electronic Resources 
(COUNTER) was launched, with an initial focus on journals and databases, to facilitate 
librarians, publishers and other interested parties in the recording and sharing of online 
usage statistics.  In December 2002, COUNTER released a Code of Practice that will 
provide guidance on what is measured, standard definitions, and the reporting of usage.  
According to the COUNTER web site, “librarians will be able to: compare usage 
statistics from different vendors; make better-informed purchasing decisions; plan 
infrastructure more effectively while publishers and intermediaries will be able to: 
provide data to customers in a format they want; compare the relative usage of different 
delivery channels; aggregate data for a customer that is using multiple delivery channels, 
and learn more about genuine usage patterns” (http://www.projectcounter.org/) 
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 While attempts are being made to standardize usage statistics, there is no set time for 
this to be accomplished nor is it guaranteed that it will be.  Meanwhile, libraries continue 
to commit larger percentages of their budgets into these resources and user demand for 
them continues to rise.  It is critical for collection librarians to be able to measure the 
usefulness of these resources with the most complete method possible.   
Usage Studies  
 Usage studies examine the number of times items are used.  From the resulting data, 
conclusions are drawn regarding the usefulness of the material; however, this is one 
criticism of this type of study for research libraries.  Usage studies tell very little about 
how useful the material is to the patron and what materials they want or cannot find.  The 
following are use centered studies identified by Jill Crawley-Low: 
Use centered studies (qualitative): 
• Interlibrary loan 
• Circulation counts (p. 311). 
In addition to the above usage studies, the author adds the following: 
• User surveys 
• Journal Citation Reports (report what local population is using). 
 When evaluating usage results, the extreme results, very high or very low usage, are 
what librarians must pay attention to.  Beyond any a priori decisions, items that receive 
very high use are taken “off the table,” so to speak, when making cancellation decisions.  
Low use items are then called into question.  Outside any localized reasons for keeping 
subscriptions (faculty affiliation, etc), titles that receive no use or are found to have a 
high cost/benefit ratio are automatically canceled.  This leaves the majority of a library’s 
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subscriptions, which will require more than any one qualitative or quantitative indicator 
to make a decision.  Usage studies may not tell us how useful the material is to the 
patron, but using these types of indicators allows the librarian to make calculated 
assumptions regarding usefulness based on the number of uses alone.    
Interlibrary Loan Studies 
 Interlibrary loan studies are a valuable way for librarians to gain some idea of what 
materials patrons want that are not held locally.  Collection librarians in research libraries 
can examine their collection’s usefulness in two ways using interlibrary loan reports.  
First research libraries serve as major lenders in the interlibrary loan network.  If a 
library’s lending rate is higher than its borrowing rate, an assumption can be drawn that 
the local user’s needs are being met.  Secondly, when local users borrow materials, the 
collection librarian can work with the interlibrary loan staff to examine borrowing reports 
for materials not held locally.  The collection librarian can then examine any patterns in 
borrowing (i.e. a particular title being requested multiple times, etc) and make necessary 
collection decisions based on this information.  When using this data, the collection 
librarian must remember that borrowing reports only supply information on the needs of 
patrons who go through the interlibrary loan process versus ones who find other ways to 
meet their needs or decide not to pursue their inquiry altogether.   
Circulation Studies  
 Circulation studies, while providing valuable information on the use of the current 
collection, fail to measure in-house use.  Such studies rely on items being checked out to 
measure the number of times patrons use a particular item.  Many patrons use material in 
the library.  The librarian’s view of the collection’s usefulness is limited as it is only 
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based on those patrons who decide to check out the material.  Conversely, it could be 
argued that circulation statistics will provide a better measure of actual, attempted use as 
the patron must make an effort to not only come to the library, but to also check out 
material.  To be truly effective, circulation studies should be used as one of a number of 
indicators when making collection decisions.        
User Surveys 
 User surveys are limited by the same issues as circulation studies, but they are usually 
targeted to users external to the library.  One other disadvantage to this method is that not 
only are they targeted to users outside the library, but they are usually targeted to users 
along disciplinary lines.  For example, a survey to evaluate usage of a business collection 
would usually be sent to members of the business community.  These types of studies 
neglect the use of patrons inside the library and users outside of disciplinary boundaries.  
A quick way to remedy the issues surrounding this method is to survey users inside the 
library as well.  Unfortunately, surveys rely on the honesty of the respondent and their 
willingness to complete the survey.   
Journal Citation Reports  
 Journal Citation Reports (JCR) can serve as a fast, reliable way for librarians to 
collect usage data and data about their collection.  Reports generated from this source can 
provide data identifying titles most heavily used by a particular institution and those most 
heavily used globally.  In addition to this information, the librarian can compare local 
holdings to the JCR data to ensure that the materials most heavily used are held locally.  
JCR data is limited in its usefulness as only citations to other journals are counted.  This 
excludes citations in monographs and other formats that facilitate scholarly 
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communication.  The data is most accurate for measuring use at research institutions 
because of the likelihood of their faculty being the leading researchers in their fields; 
consequently, the local use will often correlate with the global use provided by JCR.        
Citation Analysis 
 List checking and citation analysis is a traditional method that provides information 
on materials held locally.  Librarians consult authoritative bibliographies, books, journals, 
and various other sources for materials in a particular discipline.  That information is 
used to check against local holdings to ensure that what is assumed to be the most 
important material is held locally.  A major drawback is that this method relies on others 
to document important works in the field and is limited to what has been listed or cited in 
the particular works consulted.  Conversely, this method is useful when retrospective 
collecting is needed.   
Proposed Changes to the Traditional Methods 
From the discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of the most appropriate 
methodologies for a research library collection, the author will proceed by retaining, 
modifying if needed, adding, and excluding the methods discussed above that are 
appropriate for evaluating a journal collection. 
Methods to be retained: 
• Interlibrary loan statistics 
• User surveys 
• Journal Citation Reports 
Methods to be excluded: 
• Circulation counts 
• List checking/citation analysis 
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Methods to be added: 
• Electronic usage statistics 
 
Resulting Methodologies 
 
The following is the resulting methodology and how it can be used in a research 
institution collection evaluation. 
Usage Centered Evaluation: 
 
• Journal Citation Reports: to provide global indicators of usage 
• Electronic usage statistics: can potentially report all attempted usage internally 
and externally including distance education users 
Material Centered Evaluation: 
 
• Interlibrary loan statistics: keep up with requested materials that may need to be 
added to the collection 
• User surveys: given to academic administrators versus individual faculty 
members 
• Journal Citation Reports: use lists of titles with high global impact factors to 
compare against local holdings 
Methodology 
 
 The methodology will incorporate the use centered and material centered evaluation 
methods I have identified above.  In addition to identifying these methods, I will discuss 
the evaluation process and the tradeoffs associated with each method when evaluating an 
electronic journal collection that supports a professional field at a research institution.   
In practice, this method could possibly be used to evaluate and identify titles for 
cancellation as well as needed titles not held locally, although the actual study will not be 
conducted.  Because the methodological process is discussed, the method can easily be 
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adjusted to meet the needs of other types and sizes of library collections.  In the business 
collection at UNC, titles are retained, regardless of use that have faculty members on 
their editorial board.  Titles that appear to have high global and/or local use will be 
retained without further consideration due to the establishment of relevance of global data 
to local needs. 
Usage Centered Evaluation: 
 
• Journal Citation Reports: to provide global indicators of usage 
• Electronic usage statistics: can potentially report all attempted usage internally 
and externally including distance education users 
Journal Citation Reports  
To measure usage, JCR data for business journals and locally collected as well as 
publisher provided electronic usage statistics will be incorporated.  The JCR will be used 
to examine the number of times particular titles are cited globally.  As established in the 
discussion, global data can be used as an indicator of usefulness to the local core user 
base at research institutions.  For example, the JCR data will show the most highly cited 
titles in the field of business.  Because the Business School is a top ranked program with 
highly regarded faculty and graduate students, the top journals will be of most importance 
to them and will often be the titles in which they strive to publish.  These titles will also 
be cited heavily by this core group of users resulting in the local core use mirroring 
global use.   
One drawback to this data that must be considered is that it only reports citations in 
journals, not other formats such as monographs.  This disadvantage can be overcome 
particularly in fields where journals are often the vehicle of scholarly communication.  
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Unfortunately in disciplines within the humanities, citations in monographs and other 
formats are better measures as the exchange of ideas in those areas is facilitated through 
various formats. 
For libraries serving small institutions, JCR data may not be an appropriate method of 
evaluating the local collection.  Often the mission of these institutions revolves around 
teaching with less emphasis on research.  As a result, local needs will differ from the 
broader global community of a particular discipline.   
Electronic usage statistics 
Electronic usage statistics will be used to measure local usage.  With the potential to 
record all attempted access, the data will include use by the core user group as well as use 
by the broader campus.  The value in this method is that it complements the JCR data.  
While the JCR will provide information that is focused more on the core user group, 
electronic usage statistics will provide usage information to fill in the picture of total 
usage by the entire campus served.  Titles that may appear to be of low use globally 
through JCR may have high use locally.  This establishes the importance of using the two 
methods in tandem.   
The cross-disciplinary research at UNC requires further investigation of titles that 
have low global usage.  Researchers in political science, history, economics and many 
other disciplines will likely have interests in business materials, especially in a business 
sub-field such as management.  Further, the materials they find useful may not be of 
much importance to the local core users or to the global community of business material 
users.  If the JCR data were used alone, a group of user’s needs could potentially be 
overlooked.   
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The standardization issues surrounding electronic usage statistics are the major 
disadvantage to this method.  Standards in the collection, vocabulary, and reporting of 
usage statistics must be established, however the cost and amount of electronic resources 
and the potential of the user statistics in collection decisions makes them important in the 
evaluation process.  
Another aspect to electronic journal usage statistics that must be considered is the 
need to use locally collected data in conjunction with publisher provided data.  Because 
libraries often cannot track users beyond their website, vendor data is needed to track the 
user’s actions beyond this point.  Although actual usage values may differ, according to 
Joanna Duy and Liwen Vaughan (2003) there is a correlation between use patterns when 
comparing locally collected and publisher collected data.  
Smaller institutions usually have fewer electronic resources, but for the ones they 
have, the cost can consume a larger percentage of their budget than at larger institutions.  
Budgetary issues coupled with a different mission than research libraries, which is 
usually carrying out their role as repository, has influenced the transition to electronic 
only collections in smaller academic libraries.  In this instance, usage statistics are 
critical; furthering the need for standards to be established and the need to make use of 
what is currently available despite their multiple standardization issues. 
Material Centered Evaluation: 
 
• Interlibrary loan statistics: keep up with requested materials that may need to be 
added to the collection 
• User surveys: given to academic administrators versus individual faculty 
members—unique to UNC 
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• Journal Citation Reports: use lists of titles with high global impact factors to 
compare against local holdings 
Interlibrary Loan 
Interlibrary loan statistics are used at UNC to keep up with what is being requested as 
a result of material not held locally or not available for multiple reasons.  This method 
can easily be implemented into the collection librarian’s workflow and provides readily 
available information on new gaps in the collection.  If articles from a particular journal 
are requested enough to justify starting a subscription, a decision can be made whether or 
not to begin the process.  Multiple requests for articles from a journal title may be a result 
of a one time project or need.  Using interlibrary loan reports as one of many indicators 
can alert the librarian to material that may be needed, but other factors may cancel out the 
need for a new subscription.   
A disadvantage to using interlibrary loan data is that there is an assumption that each 
user that cannot find the material they need locally will submit a request through 
interlibrary loan.  Users can meet their needs through other resources such as colleagues, 
various document delivery services, or in the case of UNC, the user could drive to one of 
the many academic institutions in the surrounding area. 
Using interlibrary loan data at smaller institutions may be problematic as they depend 
on other collections to meet local needs more so than larger institutions.  In this case, 
interlibrary loan data cannot be used as an indicator of what is need for collection 
purposes, but can be used as an extension of the local collection.   
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User Surveys 
Keeping with the holistic approach, user surveys can be distributed to academic 
administrators instead of individual faculty members.  This may be a method that is 
unique to the Business School at UNC.  Each sub-discipline (management, accounting, 
etc) is chaired by an administrator who can provide a holistic view of their area where 
individual faculty members, while they may be conducting research within the respective 
area, may be too narrowly focused to help evaluate overall needs.  This method could be 
a way to capture the overall perspective and needs of the core user base without the time 
commitment needed to survey a larger group of users.   
The disadvantage to this method is that it is disciplined based, which is one of the 
problems with traditional methods discussed above.  However, just as the entire campus 
use must be measured to account for any sub-group of user’s needs, the same is true 
within the core group at UNC.  The academic administrators should have a since of 
overall needs for the Business School as well as their sub-discipline resulting in broader 
knowledge of the entire core user group.     
Journal Citation Reports 
The final material centered evaluation method to be used in conjunction with 
interlibrary loan statistics and user surveys is once again JCR data.  For this type of 
evaluation, lists of ranked titles can be used in comparison to local holdings as a way of 
identifying titles that may not be held locally, but appear to be of value to the larger 
community of researchers who use business materials.  The ability to rely on global data 
makes it possible for this method to be used as a way of anticipating the local usefulness 
of a title that is found to be valuable to a larger external community.   
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Choosing to use this method assumes that local needs reflect the overall use of 
materials.  It also assumes that if titles are found that should be added to the collection, 
money is available to do so.  By carefully examining use with the described methods, 
some titles could be cancelled resulting in funds that can be redistributed to pay for new 
materials. 
Conversely, comparing the local collection to ranked global lists can confirm that the 
most valued materials are held locally.  Part of the draw to research institutions for 
faculty is the access to the best material to facilitate their research.  Therefore, not only 
can the data be used as a measure of local holdings, but the confirmation of access to the 
most valuable material can be used as a recruiting tool as well.   
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IV.  Limitations, Recommendations, and Conclusions 
The two questions that lead to the author’s exploration of collection methodology 
were answered.  The first question addressed the concern of time, which is a major factor 
librarians consider when evaluating their collections.  Through the use of electronically 
generated reports such as JCR, in conjunction with electronic usage statistics, a broader 
evaluation can be conducted without adding a significant amount of time to the process.  
Although the use of these methods can be time saving, the librarian must be well aware 
of their limitations, but the same is true for the more traditional methods employed thus 
far. 
The next question revolved around the use of electronic usage statistics in collection 
decisions.  This type of data can be used with precautions.  Librarians who attempt to use 
them as an indicator of use and value to the local campus must be well aware of their 
limitations and the inconsistencies in their collection and reporting.  The data that is 
collected locally must be used in tandem with vendor supplied data.  This method will 
only be valid for titles from publishers that provide usage statistics.  Because many on-
line journals are a replication of their print counterpart, usage of the print format must 
also be considered. 
Traditional collection evaluation methods, despite their limitations, have served 
collection librarians well.  Until recent years, substantial library budgets created an 
environment in which critical decisions regarding cancellation were not as much of a 
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concern.  Times have changed dramatically.  Libraries are operating with stagnant and 
often dwindling budgets while increasing prices, new formats of material, and a larger 
user base to complicate things further.  In hindsight, this paper echoes the need for 
methods to change as the environment and focus of our libraries and collections change.   
The purposed methodology has its limitations just as the traditional methods that were 
discussed, partially because it relies on some of the traditional methods; however, the 
reasoning behind the decision to use certain methods helps qualify the proposed method 
that may result in better collection decisions.  Although the new method, along with the 
contextual background that must be considered, can potentially offer the most 
comprehensive results, it has become more obvious that collection management is an art 
and no single or any combination of methodologies will be able to reduce the process to a 
science.   
Regardless of the methods used, collection evaluations are time and labor intensive.  
Ideally, collection librarians will have information on titles that can be cancelled, if 
needed, at a moment’s notice as well as the financial implications of the cancellations.  In 
addition, it isn’t uncommon for new lines of money to appear; having immediate 
information on what could be added to the collection saves all parties involved 
(collection, acquisition, cataloging) time that could be spent on other aspects of serving 
the user.   
Because budgets change, programs change, and more frequently, the user base 
changes, collection management work will always be comprised of an intellectual 
element that is rarely duplicated in other areas of the library.  The electronic age has 
required librarians from every corner of the library to work together on the maintenance 
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of electronic resources, which has resulted in the disconnect between collection librarians 
and librarians in other departments becoming more obvious.  No longer will collection 
librarians serve solely as the “brains” of the operation, if that were ever the case, and 
limit their concerns to obtaining material to serve current and future user’s needs.  
In addition to new methods of evaluating collections, a serious look must be taken at 
the issue of perpetual access to the material that requires so much of a librarian’s time 
and budget to acquire.  The idea of a documented history of knowledge is slowly fading 
in the wake of the electronic boom.  Ideally, when collection decisions are made, future 
use is as much of a concern as current use.  If future access to current material is not 
guaranteed, what does that mean for the librarian who is already working with limited 
financial resources to purchase increasingly more expensive material?  Collection 
librarians need to play a larger role in the archiving of electronic resources, which is a 
major issue that libraries are currently facing. 
In conclusion, the pace at which the library environment is changing requires 
librarians to change just as fast if not more quickly.  With the likelihood of yearly 
cancellations and evolving programs to support, librarians in research libraries in 
particular, need collection information at their fingertips.  Incorporating evaluation 
methods that can quickly produce data while measuring a broader community of users 
may be the answer we currently need until standardization issues are resolved.  Waiting 
for that unknown time is not an option when decisions need to be made yesterday about 
issues that have long-lasting consequences.    
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